'AD-A079  412  NAVAL  HEALTH  RESEARCH  CENTER  SAN  DIEGO  CA  F/6  6/5 

COMPARISON  OF  YOUNG  NAVY  ALCOHOL  ABUSERS  AND  DRUG  ABUSERS  ON  OE— ETC<U> 
JUL  79  D  KOLB*  E  K  GUNDERSON 

UNCLASSIFIED  NAVHLTHRSCHC-78-60  NL 


I 


LI ;  1  tTT? 

(I; 


-ry-  ■£'  ,t  r  ■ 


■  •  p 


Comparison  of  Young  Navy  Alcohol  Abusers  and  Drug  Abusers 
on  Demography,  Personality,  Performance,  and  Treatment 

Dougla^Kolb  ; 


JO/ 


!  E. 


K.  Eric j<. 


Gunderson 


(s  3, 


H 11 .  / 


i 


\)l-  i'i  nit--  :  7  ' 

\— - KepUYl  fTol  78-6 p 


>'  , 


,\A 


Research  supported  by  the  Bureau  of  Naval  Personnel  under  Project  Order 
Number  N0002278F088AFZ  and  the  Naval  Medical  Research  and  DtJeOtopiment  Command, 
Department  of  the  Navy,  under  Research  Work  Vni^^H0<J96/PN^><ilj-1034 . 

The  views  presented  in  this  paper  are  those  of  the  authors. 

No  endorsement  by  the  Department  of  the  Navy 
has  been  given  nor  should  be  inferred. 


This  document  ha*  bw  approved 
for  public  release  and  ecde;  its 
distribution  is  unlimited. 


SUMMARY 


PROBLEM :  Similarities  and  differences  between  young  drug  and  young  alcohol  abusers  have  important 
implications  for  the  possibilities  of  implementing  common  treatment  programs  and  for  evaluating 
and  predicting  outcomes  of  treatment.  , 

OBJECTIVE:  characteristics  of  young  drug  abusers  and  young  alcohol  abusers  were  compared,  and 

characteristics  of  both  groups  that  predicted  post-treatment  effectiveness  were  identified. 
APPROACH:  Young  men  (age  25  or  younger)  admitted  to  drug  (N  =  911)  or  alcohol  (N  =  723 )  .^ehabili- 
tation  facilities  during  1975-1977  were  compared  on  demography,  attitudes  toward  service,  military 
disciplinary  histories,  personality  characteristics  (Comrey  Personality  Scales),  Xnd  post-treatment 
effectiveness.  Effectiveness  was  defined  as  active  duty  status  or  receipt  of/a  favorable  discharge 
from  service  with  no  recommendation  against  reenlistment  6  months  or  more/following  treatment. 


Because  a  large  percentage  of  the  drug  rehabilitees  were  released  fr< yt(  service  within  30  days  after 

/ 

completing  treatment,  noneffective  groups  (both  drug  and  alcohol VVere  divided  into  subgroups  of 


men  who  served  more  than  30  days  and  men  who  served  less  than/30  days. 

RESULTS:  At  the  time  of  enlistment  the  drug  and  alcohol  abuse  groups  had  similar  potential  for 
successful  naval  service  as  reflected  by  SCREEN  scores(an  actuarial  table  based  upon  age  at  enlist¬ 
ment,  education,  AGQT  score,  and  marital  status).  Drug  abusers  entered  rehabilitation  earlier  in 
their  careers  on  the  average  than  alcohol  abusers  and  had  less  favorable  disciplinary  histories. 

Drug  abusers  had  much  lower  Social  Conformity  scores  than  alcohol  abusers  both  pre-treatment  and 
post-treatment.  Drug  abusers  also  scored  significantly  lower  on  the  Trust  Scale,  particularly 
post-treatment.  Drug  abusers  scored  higher  than  alcohol  abusers  on  the  Emotional  Stability,  Extra¬ 
version,  and  Masculinity  Scales  both  pre-treatment  and  post-treatment.  There  was  substantial 
psychological  change  during  treatment  in  both  groups  as  measured  by  the  Comrey  Scales;  the  largest 
positive  changes  for  both  groups  were  on  the  Emotional  and  Extraversion  Scales. 

When  effective  drug  abusers  were  compared  with  the  noneffective  group  and  the  group  released 
from  service  within  30  days  after  treatment,  it  was  clear  that  men  released  immediately  after 
treatment  were  poor  candidates  for  retention  in  terms  of  attitudes  toward  service,  disciplinary 
records,  and  psychological  characteristics.  Men  who  remained  on  duty  longer  but  who  were  ultimately 
ineffective  had  less  satisfactory  disciplinary  records  than  effective  men.  For  the  alcohol  abusers 
the  effective  group  evidenced  better  service  and  disciplinary  records,  were  more  often  career- 
oriented,  and  expressed  more  socially  conforming  attitudes  than  either  the  noneffective  group  or 
the  group  reused  from  service  within  30  days. 

CONCLUSIONS:  Post-treatment  effectiveness  for  both  drug  and  alcohol  abusers  was  characterized  by 
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"nigher  pay  grades,  less  severe  disciplinary  histories,  and  psychological  characteristics  of  social 


conformity  and  emotional  stability.  Drug  and  alcohol  rehabilitation  programs  were  about  equally 
effective  overall  in  producing  psychological  change,  although  notably  alcohol  abusers  changed  more 
on  Trust;  however,  drug  abusers  remained  relatively  low  on  Social  Conformity  scores  after  treatment. 
It  would  appear  that  young  alcohol  and  drug  abuser  groups  could  be  treated  together  in  a  program 
that  affords  an  opportunity  to  deal  effectively  with  both  the  social  conformity  problems  of  the 
drug  abusers  and  the  emotional  instability  problems  of  the  alcohol  abusers.  r — ' 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  ' 

1.  More  detailed  substance  abuse  histories  should  be  obtained  from  both  alcohol  and  drug 
abusers  admitted  to  treatment  so  that  the  nature  and  severity  of  substance  involvement  can  be 
determined.  Present  information  available  in  this  area  is  inadequate. 

2.  An  experimental  program  should  be  instituted  at  one  or  more  Alcohol  Centers  and/or  Ser¬ 
vices  to  investigate  the  effectiveness  of  special  treatment  procedures  for  young  substance  abusers 
(both  drug  and  alcohol)  which  emphasize  social  conformity  and  emotional  instability  problems. 

3.  Individuals  with  low  SCREEN  scores,  unfavorable  disciplinary  records,  and  low  Comrey 
Social  Conformity  scores  should  not  be  admitted  to  alcohol  or  drug  residential  treatment  programs. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Background 

The  U.S.  Navy  has  been  operating  separate  rehabilitation  programs  for  drug  abusers  and  alco¬ 
hol  abusers  on  an  increasingly  large  scale  since  the  early  1970s.  The  programs  have  developed 
independently  in  large  measure  because  of  attitudes  on  the  part  of  Navy  personnel  and  the  broader 
community  toward  drug  abusers,  the  Navy's  experience  with  individuals  abusing  various  substances, 
and  characteristics  of  the  participants  themselves.  Prior  to  1970,  many  more  Navy  personnel  were 
treated  for  alcoholism  than  for  illegal  drug  abuse.  The  population  hospitalized  for  alcohol  abuse 
during  the  years  1965-1969  tended  to  be  experienced  (mean  age  =  33  years)  career  men  (1).  For 
drug  abusers  hospitalized  during  the  same  period,  approximately  80%  were  less  than  21  years 
old  (2).  These  differences  in  age  and  military  experience  also  were  characteristic  of  the  earli¬ 
est  populations  of  alcoholics  and  drug  abusers  admitted  to  specialized  rehabilitation  programs  (3, 
4).  Further,  the  population  admitted  to  the  Drug  Rehabilitation  Center  during  its  first  year  of 
operation  consisted  of  young  men  characterized  by  immaturity  and  low  motivation  for  military  duty; 
these  men  tended  to  be  viewed  with  suspicion  by  the  local  community  (4).  While  attitudes  toward 
abusers  of  illegal  drugs  have  been  modified  somewhat  by  experience  and  the  widespread  use  of  cer¬ 
tain  illegal  drugs  in  the  general  population,  known  Navy  drug  abusers  tend  to  be  concentrated 
among  younger  members  of  the  service. 

The  percentage  of  younger  men  among  alcohol  abusers  has  steadily  increased  during  the  past 
several  years.  Current  studies  indicate  that  45%  of  all  admissions  to  alcohol  rehabilitation 
facilities  are  less  than  26  years  old  (5).  Many  of  these  younger  men,  like  the  drug  abusing 
group,  are  immature  and  poorly  motivated  for  continued  service.  Their  response  to  treatment  has 
been  less  favorable  than  that  of  the  older  alcohol  abuser  (6).  In  the  present  study  the  question 
of  similarities  and  differences  between  the  young  drug  and  young  alcohol  abuser  in  the  Navy  is 
examined  and  the  issue  of  the  appropriateness  of  treating  the  two  groups  together  in  the  same  pro¬ 
gram  is  addressed. 

Similarities  between  alcohol  and  drug  abusers  have  been  established  in  the  civilian  popula¬ 
tion  (7,8).  Even  where  the  difference  in  mean  age  was  considerable  (21  years  for  drug  abusers 
and  39  years  for  alcoholics)  in  a  military  population,  Black  and  Heald  (9)  noted  that  the  two 
groups  could  not  be  differentiated  to  a  significant  degree  with  regard  to  their  psychological 
functioning  on  the  Minnesota  Multiphasic  Personality  Inventory.  While  some  observers  suggest 
that  young  abusers  of  either  alcohol  or  drugs  will  have  more  in  common  than  either  would  have 


with  middle-aged  clients  (10),  combined  treatment  of  young  and  old  has  been  considered  success¬ 
ful  (11). 

Obi ective 


This  report  compares  two  groups  of  young  Navy  enlisted  men  treated  for  substance  abuse: 

(a)  Men  admitted  to  the  Naval  Drug  Rehabilitation  Center,  Miramar,  and  (b)  men  admitted  to  four 
Alcohol  Rehabilitation  Centers  and  one  Alcohol  Rehabilitation  Service  located  at  major  naval  bases 
in  the  United  States.  Differences  between  the  two  groups  are  examined,  and  within  each  group  the 
characteristics  of  men  who  performed  effectively  following  treatment  are  identified. 

METHOD 

Sample 

Young  men  (25  years  old  or  younger)  admitted  to  the  drug  (n  =  911)  or  alcohol  (n  =  723)  facil¬ 
ities  indicated  above  during  the  years  1975-1977  were  included  in  the  study.  Participants  were 
restricted  to  those  who  completed  the  intake  and  post- treatment  test  batteries  in  the  respective 
programs.  The  Comrey  Personality  Scales  were  included  in  both  test  programs.  These  scales  pro¬ 
vide  measures  of  following  personality  dimensions:  Trust  vs.  Defensiveness;  Orderliness  vs.  Lack 
of  Compulsion;  Social  Conformity  vs.  Rebelliousness;  Activity  vs.  Lack  of  Energy;  Emotional  Sta¬ 
bility  vs.  Neuroticism;  Extraversion  vs.  Introversion;  Masculinity  vs.  Femininity,  and  Empathy  vs. 
Egocentrism. 

Procedure 

With  the  exception  of  basic  demographic  and  military  status  information  such  as  age,  years 
of  service,  and  pay  grade,  the  biographical  questionnaires  administered  in  the  two  programs  were 
not  alike.  Therefore,  roughly  comparable  items  were  selected  from  either  data  base  that  reflected 
demographic  and  military  status  variables,  attitudes  toward  the  Navy,  information  concerning  sub¬ 
stance  abuse,  and  problems  associated  with  such  abuse. 

A  measure  of  potential  for  satisfactory  naval  service,  the  SCREEN  score,  was  derived  from 
information  available  at  the  time  of  enlistment:  age,  education,  Armed  Forces  Qualifying  Test 
(AFQT),  and  marital  status  (12),  The  score  represents  the  actuarial  odds  or  probability  that  the 
individual  will  complete  at  least  one  year  of  service. 

Information  pertaining  to  performance,  that  is,  demotions,  unauthorized  absences,  and  deser¬ 
tions,  was  obtained  from  Bureau  of  Naval  Personnel  files.  Post-treatment  outcome  (effective  vs. 
noneffective)  also  was  determined  from  these  files,  Men  were  considered  effective  who  were  on 
active  duty  or  had  received  favorable  discharges  from  the  service  and  had  no  recommendation 
against  reenlistment  six  months  or  more  fallowing  treatment.  Noneffective  men  were  those  who 


received  unfavorable  discharges  or  recommendations  against  reenlistment  following  treatment. 

Mean  differences  between  the  drug  abuser  and  alcohol  abuser  groups  on  basic  demography,  per¬ 
formance  indices,  and  the  Comrey  Personality  Scales  were  determined  by  t-tests  for  independent 
means;  t-tests  for  correlated  means  were  used  for  pre-treatment-post-treatment  comparisons  on  the 
Comrey  Scales  for  the  two  groups  separately. 

The  disposition  of  drug  abusers  upon  completion  of  treatment  differed  markedly  from  that  of 
alcohol  abusers.  Drug  abusers  were  carefully  screened  at  the  completion  of  treatment  and  only 
those  with  the  most  favorable  drug  use  and  disciplinary  histories  as  well  as  strong  positive  moti¬ 
vation  for  continuing  military  service  were  restored  to  duty.  During  the  period  of  this  study, 
approximately  65%  of  the  drug  abuser  population  were  released  as  noneffective  within  30  days  of 
completion  of  treatment. 

For  purposes  of  the  present  analysis,  each  population  was  divided  into  effective,  noneffec¬ 
tive,  and  less  than  30  days  post- treatment  service  subgroups.  The  latter  group  consisted  of  indi¬ 
viduals  who  served  less  than  30  days  in  the  naval  service  after  completion  of  rehabilitation. 

These  subgroups  were  then  compared  on  similar  items  selected  from  the  two  data  bases  using  one-way 
analysis  of  variance.  The  Scheffe  t-test  was  used  for  all  post  hoc  comparisons  where  significant 
Fs  were  obtained. 

RESULTS 

As  shown  in  Table  1,  young  alcohol  abusers  scored  significantly  lower  than  young  drug  abusers 
on  the  Armed  Forces  Qualifying  Test  (AFQT)  yet  had  completed  more  years  of  schooling.  Average 
SCREEN  scores,  which  were  partly  based  upon  AFQT  scores  and  education,  were  the  same  for  the  two 
groups. 

In  spite  of  the  fact  that  both  samples  were  restricted  on  age  (25  years  old  or  less),  alco¬ 
hol  abusers  were  a  little  older  and  had  higher  pay  grades  than  drug  abusers  at  the  time  of  admis¬ 
sion  to  rehabilitation.  Alcohol  abusers  also  had  served  longer  on  duty  and  were  more  often  mar¬ 
ried  than  drug  abusers.  The  groups  were  similar  with  respect  to  racial  composition,  however. 

The  two  groups  were  compared  on  incidence  of  demotions,  unauthorized  absences,  and  desertions. 
Drug  abusers  had  more  demotions  and  unauthorized  absences  per  year  than  alcohol  abusers. 

Differences  between  the  alcohol  and  drug  groups  on  both  pre-treatment  and  post-treatment 
Comrey  Scales  are  shown  in  Table  2.  Alcohol  abusers  scored  higher  on  two  scales,  Trust  and  Social 
Conformity,  and  lower  on  three  scales,  Emotional  Stability,  Extraversion,  and  Masculinity,  both 
before  and  after  treatment.  Alcohol  abusers  scored  higher  on  the  Empathy  Scale  only  after  treat¬ 
ment. 
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Table  1 


Comparisons  between  Young  Drug  and  Alcohol  Abusers 


on  Demographic  and  Service  History  Variables 

Alcohol  Drug 


Variable 

Mean 

S.D. 

N 

Mean 

S.D. 

N 

t 

AFQT 

56.71 

19.53 

706 

58.67 

18.07 

899 

-  2.08* 

Years  of  education 

11.57 

1.01 

721 

11.42 

.98 

908 

3.03** 

SCREEN  score 

80.53 

9.18 

629 

80.54 

8.60 

763 

-  0.02 

Age 

21.31 

2.07 

723 

20.05 

2.01 

911 

12.42*** 

Pay  grade 

2.86 

1.16 

723 

2.61 

1.06 

911 

4.54*** 

Race  (Other  than  Caucasian) 

.08 

.27 

723 

.09 

.29 

911 

-  0.71 

Marital  status  (Other  than  single) 

.33 

.47 

721 

.18 

.38 

908 

7.12*** 

Number  of  demotions 

.22 

.31 

722 

.30 

.37 

911 

-  4.66*** 

Number  of  unauthorized  absences 

.37 

.63 

722 

.44 

.67 

911 

-  2.15* 

Number  of  desertions 

.05 

.17 

722 

.04 

.15 

911 

1.26 

*  p  <  .05 

**  p  <  .01 
***  p  <  .001 


Table  2 

Comparisons  between  Young  Drug  and  Alcohol  Abusers 
on  Pre-Treatment  and  Post-Treatment  Comrey  Personality  Scales 
Pre-Treatment 


Alcohol  Drug 


Personality  Scale: 

Mean 

S.D. 

Mean 

S.D. 

t 

Trust 

78.92 

12.21 

76.42 

12.87 

3.98*** 

Order 

87.37 

13.11 

86.70 

15.20 

.98 

Social  Conformity 

83.68 

13.63 

75.11 

15.50 

11.75*** 

Activity 

89.58 

16.13 

89.46 

16.40 

.24 

Emotional  Stability 

83.24 

16.92 

86.80 

17.78 

-  4.15*** 

Extraversion 

74.16 

19.52 

81.21 

20.85 

-  6.94*** 

Masculinity 

85.97 

12.46 

88.03 

13.08 

-  3.13** 

Empathy 

90.32 

16.65 

90.16 

15,65 

.12 

Post-T reatment 


Trust 

82.85 

13.32 

77.91 

12.87 

7.52*** 

Order 

88.14 

12.04 

87.40 

14.63 

1.04 

Social  Conformity 

85.72 

12.42 

77.34 

15.18 

12.02*** 

Activity 

92.60 

15.63 

93.53 

16.69 

-  1.11 

Emotional  Stability 

93.06 

16.04 

95.06 

16.35 

-  2.35* 

Extraversion 

83.06 

18.31 

87.74 

18.64 

-  5.00*** 

Masculinity 

85.25 

11.53 

87.45 

13.04 

-  3.57*** 

Empathy 

*  p  <  .05 

**  p  <  .01 
***  p  <  .001 

N 

88.66 

14.17 

723 

87.09 

15.12 

911 

2.05* 

4 
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Changes  in  Conurey  scores  from  pre-treatment  to  post- treatment  are  shown  in  Table  3.  Signif¬ 
icant  positive  changes  occurred  on  five  scales  for  both  groups:  Trust,  Social  Conformity,  Activ¬ 
ity,  Emotional  Stability,  and  Extraversion.  Negative  changes  were  evident  for  both  groups  on  the 
Empathy  Scale. 


Table  3 

Psychological  Changes  on  Comrey  Personality  Scales 
for  Young  Alcohol  and  Drug  Abusers 
Alcohol  Abusers 


Pre-Treatment 

Post-Treatment 

Personality  Scale 

Mean 

S.D. 

Mean 

S.D. 

t 

Trust 

78.92 

12.21 

82.85 

13.32 

—  7  97*** 

Order 

87.37 

13.11 

88.14 

12.04 

-  1.84 

Social  Conformity 

83.68 

13.63 

85.72 

12.42 

-  4.83*** 

Activity 

89.58 

16  13 

92.60 

15.63 

..  5.60*** 

Emotional  Stability 

83.24 

16.92 

93.06 

16.04 

-14.42*** 

Extraversion 

74.16 

19.52 

83.06 

18.31 

-13.00*** 

Masculinity 

85.97 

12.46 

85.25 

11.53 

1.77 

Empathy 

90.32 

16.65 

88.66 

14.17 

3.21** 

N  =  723 


Drug  Abusers 


Trust 

76.42 

12.87 

77.91 

12.87 

-  3.56*** 

Order 

86.70 

15.20 

87.40 

14.63 

-  1.62 

Social  Conformity 

75.11 

15.50 

,"■’.34 

15.18 

-  5.01*** 

Activity 

89.46 

16.40 

93.53 

16.69 

-  8.14*** 

Emotional  Stability 

86.80 

17.78 

95.06 

16.35 

-14.27*** 

Extraversion 

81.21 

20.85 

87.74 

18.64 

-11.10*** 

Masculinity 

88.03 

13.08 

87.45 

13.04 

1.52 

Empathy 

90.16 

15.65 

87.09 

15.12 

6.33*** 

N  =  911 


**p  <  .01 
***p  <  .001 


The  proposition  was  tested  that  the  differences  between  alcohol  and  drug  abusers  in  magni¬ 
tude  of  change  were  not  significant.  The  null  hypothesis  was  rejected  because  alcohol  abusers 
showed  greater  change  than  expected,  that  is,  compared  to  drug  aburers.  on  the  scales  for  Trust 
(t  =  3.81,  £  <  .001),  and  Extraversion  (t  =  2.64,  £  <  .01)  and  less  change  than  expected  on 
Empathy  (£  =  -1.97,  £  <  ,05).  Changes  on  other  scales  were  not  significantly  different. 

Differences  among  the  drug  abuser  subgroups — effective,  noneffective,  and  less  than  30  days 
service--are  shown  in  Table  4. 

Differences  among  groups  on  age  and  years  of  service  were  not  significant.  The  effective 
group  had  completed  more  years  of  schooling  and  had  higher  SCREEN  scores  at  enlistment  than 
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Variables  that  Discriminated  among  Drug  Abuser  Subgroups 
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either  the  noneffective  or  30-day  group.  The  effective  group  also  had  achieved  a  significantly 
higher  pay  grade  at  the  time  of  admission  than  the  30-day  group. 

Attitudes  toward  naval  service  were  most  favorable  for  the  effective  group  and  least  favor¬ 
able  for  the  30-day  group.  The  items  reflecting  motivation  for  service  ("want  to  return  to  duty" 
and  "like  the  Navy")  were  highly  discriminating  between  the  30-day  group  and  the  other  two  sub¬ 
groups. 

Reported  drug  use  during  the  preceding  six  months  varied  significantly  among  the  three  groups; 
generally,  the  effective  group  had  been  least  heavily  involved  in  drug  abuse  and  the  30-day  group 
most  heavily  involved.  The  same  trend  was  reflected  in  the  items  pertaining  to  pre'  ence  of 
drug  use  among  friends. 

Pre-treatment  scores  discriminated  among  groups  on  three  Comrey  scales:  Order,  Social  Con¬ 
formity,  and  Emotional  Stability.  The  effective  subgroup  showed  the  most  favorable  pattern  and 
the  30-day  group  the  least  favorable.  Post-treatment  scores  discriminated  on  two  scales,  Order 
and  Social  Conformity;  again,  the  effective  group  had  the  most  favorable  scores,  but  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  effective  and  noneffective  subgroups  were  small. 

Both  the  noneffective  and  30-day  groups  had  more  demotions  and  unauthorized  absences  than 
the  effective  group.  The  noneffective  group  had  a  higher  desertion  rate  than  either  the  effec¬ 
tive  or  30-day  subgroups. 

Differences  among  effective,  noneffective,  and  30-day  alcohol  abuser  subgroups  are  shown  in 
Table  5.  Effective  men  were  older,  more  experienced,  more  likely  to  consider  the  service  a 
career,  and  more  advanced  in  pay  grade  at  the  time  of  admission  to  rehabilitation  than  noneffec¬ 
tive  or  30-day  men. 

On  three  indicators  of  personnel  quality — AFQT  score,  education,  and  SCREEN  score-effective 
men  had  the  most  favorable  pattern  of  results  and  their  SCREEN  scores  were  significantly  higher 
than  noneffective  or  30-day  men. 

Effective  men  had  fewer  health  problems  (sick  calls)  than  the  other  two  groups,  and  generally 
experienced  fewer  health  and  disciplinary  problems  directly  related  to  alcohol.  The  groups  dif¬ 
fered  with  respect  to  drinking  behavior,  that  is  preferring  beer/wine  to  hard  liquor  and  drinking 
at  the  rehabilitation  center.  The  latter  item  was  particularly  discriminating  among  all  three 
subgroups.  The  prognostic  rating  by  rehabilitation  staff  differentiated  the  effective  group  from 
both  the  noneffective  and  30-day  groups. 

Pre-treatment  scores  on  the  Comrey  Social  Conformity  Scale  discriminated  the  effective  group 
from  the  other  groups;  none  of  the  other  scales  differentiated  among  groups.  Post-treatment 
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Variables  that  Discriminated  among  Alcohol  Abuser  Subgroups 
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scores  discriminated  on  three  scales,  Trust,  Social  Conformity,  and  Emotional  Stability.  The 
effective  group  had  more  favorable  scores  on  all  three  scales  than  either  of  the  other  groups. 

The  effective  group  had  fewer  demotions  and  unauthorized  absences  than  the  other  two  groups 
and  fewer  desertions  than  the  noneffective  group. 

DISCUSSION 

On  the  basis  of  information  routinely  available  at  enlistment  in  the  Navy,  the  young  alcohol 
and  drug  abusers  had  similar  potential  for  completing  their  obligated  service.  Average  SCREEN 
scores,  derived  from  age  at  enlistment,  years  of  education,  AFQT  scores,  and  marital  status,  did 
not  differ  for  the  two  groups.  Despite  equal  service  potential  by  this  measure,  drug  abusers  had 
more  disciplinary  problems,  that  is,  higher  rates  of  unauthorized  absences  and  demotions,  than 
alcohol  abusers  during  their  military  careers.  Furthermore,  a  much  greater  percentage  of  drug 
abusers  were  separated  from  service  as  noneffective.  To  a  large  extent  this  was  the  result  of 
intensive  screening  at  the  end  of  rehabilitation.  The  validity  of  such  screening  was  indicated 
by  the  fact  that  the  group  released  from  service  within  30  days  after  rehabilitation  had  poor 
motivation  for  continued  service  and  unfavorable  disciplinary  records. 

Large  differences  between  alcohol  and  drug  abusers  were  obtained  on  the  Comrey  Personality 
Scales  and  the  most  discriminating  scale  was  Social  Conformity.  Alcohol  abusers  scored  much 
higher  on  this  scale  than  drug  abusers  for  all  comparisons.  In  addition,  the  effective  alcohol 
abuser  subgroup  had  higher  Social  Conformity  scores  than  the  noneffective  and  30-day  groups,  and 
the  effective  drug  abuser  subgroup  had  higher  scores  than  the  30-day  group.  These  results  sug¬ 
gest  that  the  Comrey  Social  Conformity  Scale  might  be  useful  as  a  screening  instrument  both  for 
drug  abuse  and  for  noneffective  performance.  Testing  this  hypothesis  would  involve  administering 
Comrey  Scales  to  newly  inducted  recruits  and  following  their  progress  in  the  service.  Perform¬ 
ance  criteria  would  include  subsequent  identification  as  a  drug  abuser  and/or  alcohol  abuser, 
frequency  of  disciplinary  difficulties,  and  ultimately  type  of  discharge  received  from  service 
and  recommendation  for  reenlistment.  This  Scale  has  been  shown  to  predict  drug  use  in  a  college 
population  (13,  14)  and  has  been  shown  to  predict  effective  performance  among  Navy  enlisted  per¬ 
sonnel  (IS). 

The  drug  abusers  in  this  study  entered  treatment  earlier  in  their  service  careers  than  did 
alcohol  abusers.  The  most  likely  reasons  for  this  are  (a)  the  greater  nonconformity  of  the  drug 
use  group  in  general  and  (b)  greater  concern  about  drug  use  than  alcohol  use  by  military  authori¬ 
ties.  Drug  use  is  illegal  while  alcohol  use  is  not;  thereto1  c,  drug  behavior  comes  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  military  authorities  more  readily. 
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The  Navy  has  conducted  a  drug  exemption  program  since  1971.  Exemption  Officers  can  refer 
drug  abusers  for  treatment  and  exempt  them  from  punishment.  Any  individual  can  claim  drug  involve¬ 
ment  and  present  himself  for  treatment;  thus,  the  drug  exemption  program  provides  an  avenue  for 
premature  discharge  from  service.  Nonconforming  individuals,  disenchanted  with  service  life,  may 
come  forward  and  identify  themselves  as  drug  abusers  in  the  hope  of  obtaining  early  release. 

Many  of  the  personnel  released  within  30  days  after  drug  rehabilitation  may  have  fit  in  this  cate¬ 
gory — poorly  motivated  for  treatment  and  poorly  motivated  for  continued  military  service. 

The  treatment  programs  for  young  alcohol  and  drug  abusers  produced  remarkably  similar  psycho¬ 
logical  changes  on  the  Comrey  Scales.  The  magnitude  of  change  for  both  groups  on  the  Social  Con¬ 
formity  Scale  was  relatively  small.  On  the  other  hand,  there  was  a  marked  reduction  in  neurotic 
symptomatology  (Emotional  Stability  scores)  in  both  programs. 

The  question  of  whether  young  alcohol  and  drug  abusers  could  be  treated  effectively  in  the 
same  program  can  only  be  addressed  indirectly  from  the  perspective  of  the  present  findings.  In 
spite  of  the  fact  that  the  psychological  changes  that  occurred  in  the  two  populations  were  very 
similar,  the  processes  of  treatment  and  personality  change  in  the  two  settings  might  differ  in 
important  ways.  It  would  appear  that  the  drug  abusers  to  be  successful  in  naval  service  must 
give  particular  attention  to  their  nonconformity,  including  attitudes  toward  law  and  authority, 
social  responsibilities,  and  approval  of  successful  peers  and  superiors.  Young  alcohol  abusers, 
on  the  other  hand,  appeared  to  have  greater  need  to  deal  with  neurotic  symptomatology;  in  this 
area,  present  programs  appear  to  be  working  well.  Thus,  the  question  of  appropriate  treatment 
might  very  well  depend  upon  the  particular  nature  of  the  individual's  problems  and  needs  rather 
than  the  type  of  substance  abused.  It  seems  plausible  that  large  proportions  of  both  the  young 
alcohol  and  drug  abuser  populations  might  be  treated  in  a  common  program  that  affords  opportun¬ 
ities  for  dealing  with  either  or  both  conformity  and  emotional  instability  problems  if  the  partic¬ 
ipants  are  positively  motivated,  and  the  staff  are  sufficiently  skilled  and  experienced.  A  defin¬ 
itive  answer  to  the  question  can  only  be  obtained  through  research  designed  to  specifically  change 
those  characteristics  and  ultimately  the  effects  of  changes  obtained  on  outcome.  Since  current 
programs  are  having  only  modest  success  in  changing  nonconforming  attitudes,  the  first  priority 
would  be  an  investigation  of  techniques  and  experience  required  to  bring  about  desired  changes  in 
this  dimension. 


REFERENCES 


1.  Gunderson,  E,  K.  E. ,  &  Schuckit,  M.  A.  Hospitalization  rates  for  alcoholism  in  the  Navy  and 

Marine  Corps.  Diseases  of  the  Nervous  System,  1975,  36,  681-684. 

2.  Nail,  R.  L. ,  Gunderson,  E.  K.  E. ,  &  Thompson,  F.  A.  A  preliminary  study  of  drug  abuse  among 

psychiatric  inpatients.  Military  Medicine.  1972,  137 ,  119-121. 

3.  Kolb,  D. ,  &  Gunderson,  E.  K.  E.  Prognostic  indicators  for  Navy  alcoholics  in  Rehabilitation 

Centers  and  Units  (Report  No.  75-16).  San  Diego,  Calif.:  Naval  Health  Research  Center,  1975. 

4.  Drake,  A.  M. ,  &  Kolb,  D.  The  first  year's  experience  at  Miramar  Drug  Rehabilitation  Center. 

All  Hands,  No.  674,  54-61. 

5.  Kolb,  D. ,  Gunderson,  E.  K.  E. ,  &  Coben,  P.  Population  differences  and  correlates  of  post¬ 

treatment  effectiveness  in  Alcohol  Rehabilitation  Facilities  (Report  No.  78-48).  San  Diego, 
Calif.:  Naval  Health  Research  Center,  1978. 

6.  Kolb,  D. ,  Pugh,  W.  M. ,  &  Gunderson,  E.  K.  E.  Prediction  of  post- treatment  effectiveness  in 

Navy  alcoholics.  Journal  of  Studies  on  Alcohol,  1978,  3£,  192-196. 

7.  Plant,  M.  A.  Young  drug  and  alcohol  casualties  compared:  Review  of  100  patients  in  a 

Scottish  psychiatric  hospital.  British  Journal  of  Addiction,  1976,  71,  31-43. 

8.  Toler,  C.  The  personal  values  of  alcoholics  and  addicts.  Journal  of  Clinical  Psychology, 

1975,  31,  554-557. 

9.  Black,  F.  W. ,  &  Heald,  A.  MMPI  characteristics  of  alcohol  and  illicit  drug  abusers  enrolled 

in  a  rehabilitation  program.  Journal  of  Clinical  Psychology,  1975,  31,  572-575. 

10.  Wieland,  W.  F.  Combined  treatment  of  alcohol-  and  drug-dependent  persons.  American  Journal 

of  Drug  and  Alcohol  Abuse,  1976,  _3,  75-79. 

11.  Ottenberg,  D.  J.,  &  Rosen,  A.  Merging  the  treatment  of  drug  addicts  into  an  existing  program 

for  alcoholics.  Quarterly  Journal  of  Studies  on  Alcohol,  1971,  ^2,  94-103. 

12.  Lockman,  R.  F.  A  model  for  predicting  recruit  losses  (Professional  Paper  No.  163). 

Arlington,  Va.:  Center  for  Naval  Analyses,  September  1976. 

13.  Comrey,  A.  L. ,  &  Backer,  T.  E.  Construct  validation  of  the  Comrey  Personality  Scales. 

Multivariate  Behavioral  Research,  1970,  .5,  469-477. 

14.  Knecht,  S.  B.,  Edwards,  D. ,  Gunderson,  E.  K.  E. ,  &  Cundick,  B.  P.  The  prediction  of  mari¬ 

juana  use  from  personality  scales.  Educational  and  Psychological  Measurement,  1972,  ^2, 
1111-1117 . 

15.  Hoiberg,  A.,  &  Pugh,  W.  M.  Predicting  Navy  effectiveness:  Expectations,  motivation,  person¬ 

ality,  aptitude,  and  background  variables.  Personnel  Psychology,  in  press. 

11 


UNCLASSIFIED _ 

SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  PAGE  ("When  Data  Entered) 

I  REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE 


I  1.  REPORT  NUMBER 


2.  GOVT  ACCESSION  NO. 


_ 78-60 _ _ 

«.  TITLE  (and  Subtitle) 

Comparison  of  Young  Navy  Alcohol  Abusers  and  Drug 
Abusers  on  Demography,  Personality,  Performance, 
and  Treatment  Outcome 


READ  INSTRUCTIONS 
BEFORE  COMPLETING  FORM 
3.  RECIPIENT'S  CATALOG  NUMBER 


5.  TYPE  OF  REPORT  A  PERIOD  COVERED 


Interim 


«•  PERFORMING  ORG.  REPORT  NUMBER 


[7.  AUTHOR!"*; 


*■  CONTRACT  OR  GRANT  N U M B E Rf 


Dcjglas  Kolb  and  E.  K.  Eric  Gunderson 

9.  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  NAME  AND  ADDRESS 

Naval  Health  Research  Center  / 

P.0.  Box  85122 

San  Diego,  California  92138 _ 

11.  CONTROLLING  OFFICE  NAME  ANO  ADDRESS 

Naval  Medical  Research  and  Development  Command 
Bethesda,  Maryland  20014 


10.  PROGRAM  ELEMENT.  PROJECT,  TASK 
AREA  A  WORK  UNIT  NUMBERS 

P.0.  #N0002278F088AFZ 
W.U.  #M0096-PN. 001-1034 

12.  REPORT  DATE 


13.  NUMBER  OF  PAGES 

lit 


14.  MONITORING  AGENCY  NAME  &  ADDRESS!"!/  dUtarant  from  Controlling  Otlica)  IS.  SECURITY  CLASS,  (ol  thla  report) 

Bureau  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  timpt  aqqtft  rn 

Department  of  the  Navy  UNCLASSIFIED 

Washington,  D.C.  20372  declassification/downgrad 


15a.  DECLASSIFICATION/ DOWNGRADING 

schedule 


fie-  DISTRIBUTION  STATEMENT  (ol  this  Report) 


Approved  for  public  release;  distribution  unlimited. 


17.  DISTRIBUTION  STATEMENT  (ol  the  abstract  entered  In  Block  20,  It  dlllarant  from  Rmport) 

Approved  for  public  release;  distribution  unlimited. 


i®.  supplementary  notes 


1 19.  KEY  WORDS  (Conttnum  on  ravaraa  alda  II  nacaaaary  and  Idantlly  by  block  numbar) 


Navy  personnel 
Alcohol  abuse 
Drug  abuse 
Rehabilitation 


Psychological  change 


20.  ABSTRACT  (Conttnua  on  ravaraa  alda  H  nacaaaary  and  Idantlly  by  block  numbar) 

Two  groups  of  young  substance  abusers  (s  25  years  old)  who  were  admitted  to 
Navy  alcohol  (N  =  723)  or  drug  (N  =  911)  rehabilitation  facilities  were  com¬ 
pared  on  demography,  past  military  performance,  psychological  change  during 
treatment  as  reflected  by  Comrey  Personality  Scales,  and  post- treatment  out¬ 
come.  The  two  groups  had  similar  potential  to  perform  successfully  based  upon 
information  available  at  the  time  of  enlistment  (SCREEN  scores).  Drug  abusers 
were  admitted  to  treatment  earlier  in  their  careers,  had  less  favorable  disci- 


DD 


EDITION  OF  1  NOV  «S  IS  OBSOLETE 
S/N  0102  LF  0140601 


UNCLASSIFIED 

SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  RACE  (Whan  Data  Bntaead) 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  P*GE(Wim  Dmf  Entmnd) 


plinary  histories,  and  expressed  less  trusting  and  socially  conforming  atti¬ 
tudes  than  alcohol  abusers.  Treatment  programs  produced  similar  amounts  of 
psychological  change  with  marked  reductions  in  neurotic  symptomatology  but 
minimal  change  was  noted  on  social  conformity  dimension.  Much  larger  percent¬ 
ages  of  alcohol  abusers  than  drug  abusers  were  retained  in  service  following 
completion  of  treatment  due  to  administrative  policies  affecting  abusers  of 
illegal  drugs.  Criteria  for  post-treatment  effectiveness  were  similar  for  the 
two  groups.  The  implications  for  treating  young  drug  and  alcohol  abusers 
together  is  discussed. 


UNCLASSIFIED 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  RAOCfWTiMi  Dttm  Enfrtd) 


